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1.1 SHORELINE RESTORATION IN THE SMP UPDATE PROCESS (OVERVIEW) 

Under the Washington State Shoreline Management Act (SMA), each city and county with 

"shorelines of the state" must adopt a Shoreline Master Program (SMP) based on state laws and 

rules but tailored to the specific geographic, economic, and environmental needs of the 

community. A primary goal of an SMP, per Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-26-

186(8), is to achieve ñno net loss of ecological shoreline functions necessary to sustain shoreline 

natural resources.ò Considering that SMPs are also intended to provide public access and 

shoreline-dependent development, it can be difficult to maintain the current state of shoreline 

ecological functions while allowing for new shoreline development and other shoreline uses, 

such as recreation, that can affect those shoreline functions. 

Even with regulations that prevent rampant, uncoordinated development of the Stateôs 

shorelines, new developments, increased recreational use, and other uses have the potential to 

result in a net loss of shoreline ecological functions over the foreseeable 20-year SMP planning 

period. This shoreline restoration plan describes actions that have the potential to increase 

shoreline ecological functions. As such, it provides a means for the SMP to compensate for 

future shoreline habitat degradation. Incorporating shoreline restoration planning into the SMP 

process allows the Town of Rockford (Rockford) to balance anticipated shoreline habitat 

degradation and enhancement in a manner that can maintain the overall ecological condition of 

its shorelines, thereby meeting the no net loss goal. 

Within the incorporated boundaries of Rockford, only Rock Creek shorelines meet the definition 

of ñShorelines of Statewide Significance.ò Under the SMA, all lands within 200 horizontal feet 

of Hangman Creekôs ordinary high water line (OHWL) are covered under jurisdiction of this 

SMP.  

Preparation of an SMP involves several elements. The process begins by establishing the 

shoreline jurisdiction and then conducting a baseline inventory of regulated shoreline areas. This 

information is then analyzed and characterized in a report, which is used to direct development 

of shoreline environmental designations and associated shoreline policies and regulations. The 

inventory also establishes the baseline for shoreline ecological functions. The baseline 

characterization of shoreline ecological functions for Rockford are documented in reports titled 

Spokane County Shorelines Master Program Update (Landau Associates 2005) and Spokane 

County Proper Functioning Condition Stream Inventory and Assessment (SCD 2005) and 

summarized in the Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Summary Report, Towns of Latah, 

Waverly, and Rockford (URS 2012). These reports establish the baseline that is measured against 

when determining whether or not a new SMP will meet the goal of no net loss of shoreline 

ecological functions.  

This restoration plan establishes overall goals and objectives for town-wide shoreline restoration 

efforts. It evaluates degraded areas and impaired ecological functions identified in Rockford by 

the shoreline inventory and characterization reports. Based on these, it identifies and prioritizes 

restoration opportunities, and prescribes generalized treatment options for various restoration 

scenarios. This plan identifies current and ongoing programs that contribute to achieving these 

goals, as well as additional projects or programs necessary for success. Lastly, this plan seeks to 

develop a draft implementation strategy, including funding options, proposed timelines, an 

adaptive management strategy, and benchmarks. The plan is based on the inventory and analysis 



SECTIONONE INTRODUCTION  

 Draft Shoreline Restoration Plan, June 2013C:\Users\scoleman\Desktop\Rockford SMP FINAL to 

DOE\15a - Rockford Restoration Plan_06.25.2013.docx  2 

report and a review of other plans and assessments aimed at improving the ecological health of 

Rock Creek.  

The term ñrestorationò has many definitions, both scientific and regulatory. For the purpose of 

this plan, restoration is defined as:  

The reestablishment or upgrading of impaired ecological shoreline processes or 

functions. This may be accomplished through measures including, but not limited to, 

revegetation, removal of intrusive shoreline structures and removal or treatment of 

toxic materials. Restoration does not imply a requirement for returning the shoreline 

area to aboriginal or pre-European settlement conditions. (WAC 173-26-020(27))  

Under the SMP, Rockfordôs role in shoreline restoration includes collaborative planning, 

regulating, and preserving of high quality shoreline areas, and aiding community efforts to 

restore degraded portions of Rockfordôs shorelines.  

A well-designed restoration plan can help local governments meet the ñno net lossò standard of 

the SMP Guidelines. Restoration planning must, therefore, include some form of monitoring to 

ensure that intended restoration actions are offsetting the expected loss of function that will occur 

from incremental impacts sustained over time (Ecology 2010a).  

1.2 CONTEXT FOR THE TOWN OF ROCKFORD 

Rockford contains a relatively small area of shoreline jurisdiction and, as a small town, has few 

resources available for implementing and monitoring a shoreline restoration program. It is 

expected that compensation for the degradation of shoreline functions associated with any future 

developments would be achieved through mitigation requirements associated with Shoreline 

Substantial Development regulations. 

However, this plan provides an additional tool to offset increased land use pressures. By 

implementing the restoration actions described in this plan, Rockford can be more assured of 

meeting the goal of ñno net loss of shoreline ecological functions.ò  This restoration plan is 

focused on identifying restoration opportunities, ranking those opportunities, and identifying 

partnerships, planning elements, and grant options to implement those opportunities. 

 

Given the issues with flooding in town, some of the restoration projects proposed in this plan 

also support local flood management planning efforts for Rock Creek. By providing flood 

storage and energy dissipation at the downstream end of town, flooding around Emma Street, 

which has experienced repeated flood damages, may be diminished. 

 

1.3 EXISTING SHORELINE CONDITIONS 

Rockford spans a 6,200-foot-long portion of Rock Creek between river miles 13 and 14. The 

SMP jurisdiction includes approximately 56 acres of lands along the creek. Land use within the 

shoreline jurisdiction is a mixture of vacant natural area, commercial, agricultural and 

residential. Most of the shoreline zone is privately owned with the exception of a few Rockford-

owned parcels. The levee south of Emma Street, along the east streambank, provides a pedestrian 

trail that appears to receive occasional use. Portions of town between 1st Street (SR 278) and the 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/sma/guidelines/index.html
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creek appear to have the greatest potential for development. This area houses a country fair each 

year. Shorelines at the north end of town are used primarily for agriculture. Shorelines at the 

south end of town provide a mixture of pasture and residential uses. 

Rock Creek splits as it enters town from the south, forming two distinct channels. In this area, 

the habitat conditions are in relatively good condition owing to a wide, active floodplain and 

pockets of mature ponderosa pine riparian forest. Evidence of livestock is common in this area. 

The channels are then flanked by steep rocky topography, rejoin into one channel, and confined 

by flood protection levees through town. A backwater wetland area is located along the west 

bank of the creek behind a low point in the levee. Shoreline conditions through the center of 

town are degraded and heavily dominated by a mixture of reed canarygrass and tansy. These 

shoreline conditions continue through town until the creek bends west, north of the railroad 

bridge. After bending west the floodplain opens with an active, low floodplain terrace along the 

south bank of the creek. This area appears to contain a degraded wetland associated with a ditch.  

In general, the central, degraded portions of the town seem most appropriate for future shoreline 

development, especially along the east side of the creek. The natural areas at the northwest and 

southern ends of town seem most appropriate for habitat preservation and restoration. 

Additionally, opportunities for floodplain wetland enhancement are present southeast of Church 

Street along the creekôs west bank.  

 

1.4 SUMMARY OF LIMITING FACTORS 
Limiting factors are environmental variables whose presence, absence, or abundance restricts the 

distribution, numbers, or condition of one or more organisms (Webster 2007). These factors 

impair ecosystem processes and limit the capacity of ecological functions. Restoration activities 

should be developed to address the cause of these limiting factors, where possible. Table 1 

provides a summary of limiting factors for the Rock Creek shoreline ecosystems in Rockford, 

based on shoreline observations and existing natural resource assessments and watershed plans.  

 

Table 1. Summary of Factors Limiting the Proper Functioning Condition of Rock Creek in 

the Town of Rockford, WA 

LIMITING FACTOR  ASSUMED CAUSE(S) 

High summer water temperature Lack of riparian cover, low/restricted flows 

Lack of riparian cover Adjacent land management (transportation/ utility corridor right-of-

way [ROW] maintenance), pedestrian degradation, non-native 

species establishment, urban land use (turf, concrete, etc.) 

High turbidity (303(d)) Agricultural operations, unpaved roads, stormwater runoff, two 

upstream rock quarries 

Fecal coliform (303(d)) Improperly functioning septic systems, livestock, wildlife, 

stormwater runoff, and upstream regional influences 

Low dissolved oxygen (303(d)) Eutrophication due to high nutrient inputs from fertilizer in 

stormwater runoff, upstream agriculture, and livestock; low flow in 

slack water portions of river 
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Presence/spread of noxious vegetation that 

displaces higher functioning native habitat 

Prior introductions, upstream seed sources, funding insufficient to 

treat cause or contain existing populations 

 

Restoration activities to address these limiting factors could include the following:  

¶ implementing agricultural best management practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion 

¶ enhancing and restoring riparian buffers 

¶ managing livestock to prevent their waste from reaching streams 

¶ maintaining septic systems to avoid leakage  

¶ streambank restoration projects, including plant installations 

¶ educatiing local residents about water quality issues and the activities that may improve 

water quality 

 

1.5 REQUIRED ELEMENTS OF RESTORATION PLANNING FOR SMP UPDATES  

The state guidelines (WAC 173-26-201(2)(f)) provide six necessary elements for a complete 

shoreline restoration plan. These elements are summarized in Table 2 with reference to the 

section of this report in which that element is addressed.  

 

Table 2. Required Elements of Restoration Planning for SMP Updates 

Shoreline Restoration Plan Elements for SMP Updates Section in this Report  

Identify degraded areas, impaired ecological functions, and sites with potential 

for ecological restoration. 

Section 3: Existing and Ongoing 

Projects and Programs 

-and- 

Section 5: Restoration Opportunities  

 

Establish overall goals and priorities for restoration of degraded areas and 

impaired ecological functions. 

Section 2: Restoration Goals and  

Supporting Policies 

-and- 

Section 4: Prioritization Methodology 

Identify existing and ongoing projects and programs currently being 

implemented that are designed to contribute to local restoration goals (such as 

capital improvement programs [CIPs] and watershed planning efforts). 

Section 3.1: Existing and Ongoing 

Projects and Programs 

Identify additional projects and programs needed to achieve local restoration 

goals and implementation strategies, including identifying prospective funding 

sources for those projects and programs.  

Section 3.2: Existing and Ongoing 

Projects and Programs 

-and-  

Section 6: Implementation Plan 

Identify timelines and benchmarks for implementing restoration projects and 

programs and achieving local restoration goals.  

Section 6: Implementation Plan 

Provide for mechanisms or strategies to ensure that restoration projects and 

programs will be implemented according to plans and to appropriately review 

the effectiveness of the projects and programs in meeting the overall restoration 

goals (e.g., monitoring of restoration project sites).  

Section 7: Monitoring and 

Maintenance 
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The goal and policies of this plan direct the course of Roc kfordôs shoreline restoration efforts. 

This planôs goal and policies are intended to support SMP Goal No. 7 for Conservation: Preserve 

for the future those natural resources, including the unique, fragile and scenic qualities of the 

shoreline, which cannot be replaced. Achieve no net loss of ecological functions of the shoreline. 

 

Restoration Goal:  Restoration: Restore native habitats or natural processes, where degraded, 

to improve shoreline ecological functions. 

 

Restoration Plan Policy 1:   Summarize degraded shoreline areas and functions documented by 

previous assessments. 

This plan documents areas identified as restoration opportunities by the Spokane County 

Shorelines Master Program Update (Landau Associates 2005) and the Spokane County Proper 

Functioning Condition Stream Inventory and Assessment (SCD 2005) and summarized in the 

Shoreline Inventory and Characterization Summary Report (URS 2012). For each restoration 

opportunity identified in these reports, the plan documents the apparent impairment (cause of 

degradation to shoreline ecological functions) and a conceptual restoration approach. 

Restoration Plan Policy 2:  Prioritize restoration opportunities to identify projects with greatest 

benefit to shoreline areas. 

In order to most effectively proceed with restoration efforts, this plan prioritizes restoration 

opportunities in terms of overall benefit to the waterway. Restoration priorities are based on an 

assessment of limiting factors (as summarized in Section 3.1), in combination with the ease of 

project implementation (e.g., on public land), and project size. Prioritization methods are 

described in Section 4.  

Restoration Plan Policy 3:  Establish an implementation strategy. 

As directed by WAC 173-26-201(2)(f)(iii-iv), an adequate restoration plan must identify 

potential restoration partners, potential funding mechanisms, timelines, and benchmarks. 

Together, these elements comprise an implementation strategy. This plan includes these elements 

and organizes them to facilitate a workable implementation strategy.  

Restoration Plan Policy 4:  Identify existing and prospective projects and programs that are 

contributing or likely to contribute towards local shoreline 

restoration efforts. 

An assortment of existing projects and programs are in effect to support shoreline restoration 

efforts. Some are located within Rockford while others are regional. This plan includes an 

assessment of the existing project and programs to determine where gaps exist with regard to 

achieving the goal of this plan. This plan then describes additional projects and/or programs that 

have the potential to fill in those gaps. 

Restoration Plan Policy 5:   Work with public and private partners to encourage restoration and 

enhancement of Rockfordôs shoreline areas. 

Rockford will work to establish partnerships with public and private groups on specific 

restoration projects and/or programs, as funding allows.  
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Restoration Plan Policy 6:  Monitor success of restoration activities and adapt strategies based 

on monitoring results. 

This plan establishes a monitoring protocol to evaluate the effectiveness of Rockfordôs efforts to 

implement the restoration plan and meet the overall restoration goal. Monitoring data may be used 

to identify successful project designs that serve as examples for future restoration projects. In 

addition, where monitoring data documents a failed design, the data will be used to modify the 

strategy for subsequent restoration design projects. 
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This section identifies existing ongoing projects and programs that are contributing or likely to 

contribute towards local shoreline restoration efforts. It also identifies additional projects and 

programs that, in combination with existing projects and programs, would meet the goals of this 

plan and address the limiting factors described in Section 1.4.  

3.1 EXISTING AND ONGOING PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS 

The following agencies provide funding and resources for stream and terrestrial shoreline habitat 

restoration projects. They are described in order from federal, to state, to local organizations. 

3.1.1 Northwest Power and Conservation Council/BPA 

The Spokane Subbasin Plan (SSP), contained within the larger Intermountain Subbasin Plan, was 

prepared by GEI Consultants Inc. for the Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) in 

2004 (GEI Consultants Inc. 2004). The NPCC is responsible for developing a fish and wildlife 

program to protect, mitigate, and enhance fish and wildlife affected by hydroelectric 

development in the Columbia River Basin, and making annual funding recommendations to the 

Bonneville Power Administration for projects to implement the program. The SSP evaluates 
the health of the major water bodies included within the Spokane Subbasin, including 
Hangman Creek. The SSP provides objectives and strategies for effectively managing 

priority fish species within the Spokane Subbasin.  

3.1.2 National Resource Conservation Service  

The National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) regularly works with private landowners 

to protect water quality by offering advice and incentives for habitat preservation and restoration. 

The NRCS field offices in Colfax and Spokane work with land owners in the Palouse region. All 

of the following programs offered by the NRCS may be used to help enhance or restore shoreline 

ecological functions: 

¶ Watershed Conservation/Habitat Restoration Program 

¶ Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP)  

¶ Wetlands Reserve Plant Materials Program 

¶ Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program 

¶ Watershed Program 

3.1.3 Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 

The WDFW is an agency that works to monitor and maintain the health of the stateôs fish and 

wildlife populations. The agency has a regulatory role through its hunting and fishing licensing 

program and its Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) permit program. The agency also maintains 

mapping data to document the location and extent of rare species and sensitive habitats. Money 

generated through its permit programs is used to fund the following programs, which may 

incentivize shoreline restoration activities: 

¶ Hydraulic Mitigation Fund 

¶ Aquatic Lands Enhancement Account 

¶ Backyard Wildlife Sanctuary Program  

¶ Landowner Incentive Program (LIP)  

¶ Watershed Stewardship Program 
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3.1.4 Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is the steward of Washington 

Stateôs natural resources, including state-owned aquatic lands. As part of its stewardship, the 

agency has implemented an Aquatic Restoration Program that works to restore, enhance, create, 

and protect healthy ecological conditions in aquatic systems through partnerships with agencies 

and organizations. 

3.1.5 Washington State Department of Ecology 

The Eastern Region of the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) is involved in 

maintaining water quality for the Hangman Creek Watershed (Water Resource Inventory Area 

No. 56). The primary driver for this work is Ecologyôs role in overseeing the Hangman Creek 

Water Quality Improvement Project. Hangman Creek does not meet Washington Stateôs water 

quality standards for several reasons, including fecal coliform, high temperature, and excessive 

turbidity. Poor water quality is attributed to agriculture, stormwater from impervious surfaces, 

timber harvests, and other land uses that may generate erosion or pollution. To address water 

quality issues within the Washington portion of the watershed, Ecology worked with the 

Spokane Conservation District (SCD) on a project called a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). 

After establishing the TMDL, which sets limits and targets for water quality, Ecology worked 

with the SCD and several other agencies and organizations to develop a water quality 

implementation plan. This plan identifies key projects that will improve water quality within the 

watershed, which should help improve water quality in Rockford.  

Ecology also provides financial assistance for water quality improvement projects through its 

Centennial Grant Program, Clean Water Act Section 319 Grant Program, and the Clean Water 

State Revolving Fund Loan Program. These grant programs can be used to help fund stream and 

riparian restoration projects, as well as clean water infrastructure projects, such as wastewater 

treatment facilities. 

3.1.6 Spokane Conservation District  

The SCD provides technical assistance and tools to help landowners manage and protect land 

and water resources throughout Spokane County. The SCD has been involved in county-wide 

shoreline assessment to assist with SMP updates. The district has developed the Hangman Creek 

Water Resource Management Plan, in cooperation with Ecology, to develop a water balance for 

the watershed, establish public information and awareness of issues in the watershed, and 

establish future management guidelines. The SCD also provides a variety of programs to 

incentivize natural resource conservation and restoration on private lands. Such programs include 

the following: 

¶ Agricultural Program 

¶ Septic Replacement Program 

¶ Livestock and Land Program 

¶ Cost-Share Programs 

¶ Conservation Futures Program 

¶ Backyard Conservation Program 

¶ Water, Wetlands, Ponds Program 

¶ Stewardship Incentive Program 
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3.2 ADDITIONAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE SHORELINE 

RESTORATION GOALS 

The following proposed additional projects and programs may augment the existing, ongoing 

projects and programs in a manner that addresses the limiting factors and, thereby, meets the 

shoreline restoration goal described in Section 2.1: 

¶ Encourage landowners along the shoreline to work with the SCD Water Resources 

Department and the NRCS for advice on restoration or conservation incentives in 

shoreline areas.  

¶ Coordinate with WDFW to direct wildlife mitigation funds towards shoreline 

enhancement projects within Rockford and/or develop habitat enhancement strategies to 

offset impacts associated with proposed projects in shoreline areas. 

¶ Incorporate shoreline restoration into proposed capital improvement projects located in 

shoreline areas. 

Capital improvement projects, such as future sewer treatment facilities and bridges, have the 

potential to be planned and funded so as to include an element of shoreline restoration. When 

discussing justification for the spending of tax dollars on shoreline restoration elements of future 

capital improvement projects, this plan may be referenced as it describes the role of shoreline 

restoration under the SMP. 

Landowners in Rockford may be able to access funding for the development and implementation 

of management practices to protect water quality and reduce soil erosion. Conservation practices 

allow agricultural producers and landowners to maintain the economic viability of their property. 

These practices will also help protect soil, air, and water, while improving habitat for fish and 

wildlife.  
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The prioritization methodology described in this plan was created specifically for the shoreline 

conditions along Rock Creek in Rockford. Prioritization of restoration areas was based on five 

factors that are simple to measure and greatly influence the value of shoreline enhancements. 

Geographical Information Systems (GIS) technology was utilized to measure and score each site. 

Each site is scored on a scale of 1 to 5 for each of the five factors. The sum of the scores for 

these five factors provided an overall priority score for each site. This score illuminates 

restoration opportunities that are both practical to develop and result in the greatest benefit to 

shoreline functions. Table 3 provides a summary of the scoring criteria used to prioritize 

restoration areas.  

Table 3. Restoration Priority S coring Criteria  
Factor Measurement Scoring Criteria  

Ease of property 

acquisition 

Ownership Public (5) or private (1) 

Shade benefit 

(thermoregulation) 

Aspect along stream 

corridor (for planting of 

woody vegetation) 

South bank (5), west bank (3), east bank (2), or north 

bank (1). Sites with more than one aspect receive the 

highest aspect score. Sites that would not produce shade 

are scored as 0. 

Scale of restoration 

activity 

Size (acreage) Area Ó 2 acres (5), Ó 1 but < 2 acres (3), Ó 0.5 but  < 1 

acre (2), and area smaller than 0.5 acres (1) 

Role within context of 

surrounding habitat matrix 

Habitat connectivity Creates or fills gaps in wildlife habitat corridor 

(continuous woody vegetation cover) to produce a 

corridor that is greater than 1,000 linear feet (5), 500 to 

999 linear feet (3), 100 to 499 linear feet (2), or under 

100 linear feet (1). Restoration opportunities that would 

not create shade within 100 feet of the shoreline are not 

applicable and receive a score of 0. 

Consistency with other 

SMP goals 

Supports at least one other 

SMP goal 

For shoreline restoration actions that have the additional 

merit of supporting other SMP goals, such as flood 

hazard reduction (Goal #9) or safe public access (Goal 

#10), those actions will receive a score of 5 for this 

factor. 

 

The priority scores are ranked from highest to lowest in Table 4 of this report. 
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5.1 SITE SPECIFIC RESTORATION OPPORTUNITIES 

The following site-specific opportunities draw directly from physical shoreline assessments that 

identified sites where degraded conditions could be restored to a properly functioning condition. 

These are opportunities for shoreline restoration for Rockfordôs consideration as the plan is 

implemented. As restoration opportunities identified in this plan are voluntary and subject to 

available funding, Rockford is not obligated to implement these opportunities directly. However, 

Rockford should reference these potential projects when reviewing shoreline development 

proposals, assessing flood hazard mitigation opportunities, or discussing shoreline restoration 

projects with interested parties. Rockford can incorporate shoreline restoration into prospective 

projects and track such progress, to document compliance with the shoreline restoration element 

of the SMP. 

Table 4 summarizes the site-specific restoration opportunities that were identified during detailed 

stream assessments in 2010 as well as during site visits in 2012. For each opportunity, the cause 

of degradation (impairment), conceptual restoration strategy, and restoration priority are 

provided. Restoration opportunities are arranged by their priority score and can be seen on 

Figures 1A and 1B. 

Table 4. Shoreline Restoration Opportunities for the Town of Rockford  

Site 

Priority 

Score 

Site 

ID  
Impairment  Conceptual Restoration Approach  Acres Public 

19 R2 

Noxious weeds, no shade, low plant 

diversity, poor wetland condition, 

stormwater runoff 

Control noxious weeds, plant woody riparian 

and wetland species, and contain/detain 

stormwater runoff from adjacent roads and 

properties along southeast bank. 

2.38 No 

18 R1 
Noxious weeds, no shade, low plant 

diversity, stormwater runoff 

Control noxious weeds, plant woody riparian 

species, and contain/detain stormwater runoff 

from adjacent roads and properties on 

southeast bank. 

0.72 No 

16 R3 
Noxious weeds, no shade, low plant 

diversity, poor wetland condition 

Control noxious weeds, plant woody riparian 

species, and detain stormwater runoff from 

roads along west bank. 

1.02 No 

15 R8 
Little shade, low plant diversity, 

prone to flood erosion 

Plant woody riparian species to shade 

potential cold water refugia and minimize 

erosion on east bank and tributary inlet. 

0.47 No 

14 R4 
No shade, low plant diversity, poor 

upland habitat 

Plant upland woody species, potential 

floodplain storage and wetland expansion 

along west bank, which may balance future 

flood protection work east of R5. 

2.92 No 

14 R5 
Noxious weeds, no shade, low plant 

diversity 

Control noxious weeds, plant woody riparian 

species, grade to stabilize bank, detain 

stormwater runoff from roads on east bank. 

0.66 No 
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Site 

Priority 

Score 

Site 

ID  
Impairment  Conceptual Restoration Approach  Acres Public 

14 R6 

Noxious weeds, no shade, low plant 

diversity, erosion/sedimentation 

into creek, stormwater runoff 

Control noxious weeds, plant woody riparian 

species, stabilize slope, detain stormwater 

runoff from 1st St. and adjacent properties 

along northeast bank. 

0.80 Yes 

13 R7 
Side channel headcut causing 

erosion and a fish passage barrier 

Grade control to stabilize headcut, riparian 

plantings for stability on southwest bank. 0.19 Yes 
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